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Dr. «eha &. baitlja£Er f 
Department of Iroio^y 

SUrgSQn3 of Coius bia University 

iiew fork, l-i.yl. 10022 
Bear Dr. Lattimen , 

end ^enec of tbe ^.^edy ao-^dmtiott 

alfrau^h i shoul not be using to tyowSts- S Y f W£xte you 

ia Alicia i almost lost a thumb, aa La rur/reonl^i * * psiisfal ascld ® at Saturday, 

work with other andxulaied evidence! °i 9 a considerable amount of 

°»y o^er and plan acre writing, ia f-’-'a writing / . . -, ,^ ensxve *5 r Qn the subject than 

accurately, one of the reasons io*. hasta in vrlfcln^T^ f Course * to »“*« 1'®* 

this evidence. 1 fcooe you ril- w. ,*.-i *,. ^tinfj xa oecause 1 as now writing on just 

* you rfii- be aciu to respond promptly. 

iirst of all, i am fascinated that s ur-i< o-d <-t -ri-hh,-* 
was given such a clean scoop in access when to 

faaalxar, specifies pathologists. Cw tMo be attidWt-/'-*- ^ "? / ou ^ ao " *• 

can't W to priority in ap^icatlon, for I 5d ET* £***“»* It 

nave you any explanation for your selection to £ W f iS ^ W f < “ a f^ C * U 

tnuic: you can see an add®! rs^ncB •*« +>vs . " , * ■*"*• , - ,ac «nuy ones' i 

flXeo ® “* tbosB **> ap.0ied have you 

^ ^ ■ LXCiy tU3 conclusions of the Goai/dsaiea. 

some ****** * ** &as been 

appearance on CSS-OT. Shore you ssid’fer to ™&T 3 “ 0f your ia8t »*«*»*** 

you account for your placing it higher then both to^wJ^LT*^ T M ^* ^ oan 
wtoessss, all those used as observers, and the Clark:' JtJT* Bedi081 
you are familiar. If. 4jm*.d <* w, . . . 7?^ •“■•** Dnoae wobe I presses® 

in 5» W-t I'd ttf * to,, how, 
be able to identify fires ~-m„ < n ^+~\~^ xc ? x ?'* Ji ih0!Aa6a *3 ^ penal and. will 
actually traced % dissection ~bm&r L-. .' _1° ^ <*a* no track was ever 

^ Moreover, you rSr5^ J^^StS^S^ * ^ *** 

^2 sir -isr - ?«£?£ ss s"^*- 

lour references to the wrist wound were slight ’out if u 
I suggest that you consult the testimony of the S tr’ T T * , P Wix ^» «®y 

Unless toy have told you other tha/ toy iJZ I rlf T f" ^ de ‘ Drided 

sauat alone more fra^ents were deposited than can’b^^ > & *^Y that in the 

referred -to having interviewed thofa doctors. lTd2 SlT “ ^ ^ 599 * You 

would welcome any now information from them. ‘ “ -ii'--ing xa this field 




Jou said it was 299, not any ether bullet or fragment of bullet that caused the 

th±Sh * If yOU eaa establiBh thi » liavo indeed made a 
, -; QWOVer » 311 considerable evidence I hem gathered i 3 
naif <.xa in establishing this as an rgpogjdbility, 1 would therefore oarticul^rJv 
welcome proof of this. I also h^WWuUui doctors, St ^ 

33 i;i i*» determined tide fra* that of which you were’ 

talking, the evidence to mch you had just been granted access. 

7 „ .*« ®® esB . t ° 11375 mde no ref * reace ^ so-called fatal wound, there are differences 
i? * aB3asuresfia * relating to both this wound sad the other rear one. If 4.%,,/ 

S e L S fS t ’ a Z, i f? reSt iS ia tha mst «“* locati* and desL^oa 
posabie, sa l would be interested if you were able to reconcile the differences between 
idm au bopsy/ CoBtission deseidptlong and those of the panel. 



lour pinpointing of what you describe as ifao erit wound in the lie 

^ .1 4 .^. TO > n. ■, - . “ 



^ rrtin I ~ , uiiv wouau. in uae xroati oi the n*»e»ie 

0 CUj a*. to irsa vrahasi, lead to these questional how could you identify it as 

^ of «**« ««« the tracheostomy* «Z ^Sara of* 

Id tares did you see it? 1 found no single reference to any picture of tha front of the neck. 

- *® the ***** ^ *° u abls to Prove that all the daraage was dons by 

aeinge bullet aim were you aoie to establish that it was a fuli-jaeketed military 

S seL f r,t “ with either a single shot or tide akm? ■ 

o« ssca to have none considerable work with s»>. Butting this another way,- did you 
find anything to indicate that perhaps a difxdrant kiaftf amno 4y ^mve ^4 keS 

1 Presume tet n there is such evidence, it would be in the X-rays. Which Kaaiuds «e 

were you able to establish that these arc all the X-rays token ^ $!’ 

perfect condition? I believe you did not see all the X-rays taken. S&d'you the- kacvlefcro 

Ste^tte , t ° J eata ' iali f At either way? Please do not infer what I do »t 

int..*m, 4m suggestion oau you deliberately sunuressee. I as aware time ahat you nsid 

S B ? V ha T® h®® 1 ased or ‘3» t ®d» particularly te *r peaalte such short excepting. 

Sven in a long nms story, the reporter eaa’t possibly indud® everythin?. However 1 
SfT | g °t a^rotand that others than you have m interest in this, and I soul- be 

SSif LSf 4 9 y Tt W w ^ Ven aCCC3S *° feMs public inf.:, nation, on an 

ea^uoivo basis, that, it becalms your property and that of no others, 'n the oilier 

bend, ££ you so understood it or if this was the situation, I think it should be clear. 

,!! id ^ find ac 3 r evidence of any other wounds or any reason to suspect any? I 

to ! f °! rta±fl evM8M ® teJat whiiQ *>t teyond reasonable qSsttefLn 

be so interpreted, no, this is not an idle question. 

Wlr .,^' at , Kr : quotes of the brae® and bandage interests as because I have had a 

back xajart since 1939. A have, iatemLttently, mm a variety of such brakes. 1 
™ *®f 0r 36011 oae ^ I*"** sitting atm preclude falling over. Moreover, I 
St fISn-fS 1 0l ' Mt o^uipjmd with straps to prevent riding up, hnco I 

wiL S !f S 0i ^ ba ^° f0 * ^ purpose* I oan cone. dvo teat tte 

urngv. wa... uset vo oo.afcrt m area not protected by the braes, below it, but not that 

Stt^ S 4S?S °! 3 ^ 1 ^ eoasi stoat with what you have 

writvcm^earlie-r, ukv the i-rcsidcat san prevsatad froiu falling, but did you find aav 

proof of this am wJmt you ss®? If you understand that % have fallen wheats© teacedkou 
oaa, pernaps, beer^- u^erstaad this question. %r was I ever grevemtad froa sitting. 

rrnr , - r -.y ? ou f 3 ss^ that i*at you i-ve now seem and it alon o '•eOiateat 

^ ^ 0a ^ d ^222 "ared all the shots that struck the 

r i’ * i t r *** ti * s «“ 121 ®“y W prove who fired what shots and with 
what. 1 can uadersvand that other evidence eaa lead to this belief, but this ao - Wf 

you are quoted, nor i» it the way I think you were on CBS last night. Sor, presvaablv 
f‘* re f 3oa /f U W * B » enBltt « d 380 evidence. % tewildcraent is coapundS bv the 
interview 1 nave just soon on the CBS W moraiog news, in which you conceded that *399 



LiS 



could have struck Co nally alone. Do you not realise that this, in itself, is total 
refutation of the Warren Seport? On this, you say you could slot see how a bullet like this 
399 covld havc besri recovered in such perfect condition. With yint you have earlier 
written^ aaout your own extensive wnb with bullet* frankly, this astounds ae. If you 
would like to see not one but sore, please be ny guest. One was done for me by & rank 
amateur. It is identical aisBo, And I have still another, found in Sealey Plaaa. further 
on this, Graham quotes you as saying that only one whole bullet was recovered. Did you 
not see or mask to sea the second? Did you not know of it? Did you see the speotro- 
graphic analyses of the bullets and various fragments? if you asked, were you denied? 

If you did not sec this, how can you validate any stogie one of your consents? And if 
you did not ask to or did not know of it, does tills not charaoteriae all of your effort? 

Graham quotes you as having seen a total of 65 pieces of various film. Is this 
the accurate total, of all or both kinds? His only reference is to color transparencies. 
Did you sec any color prints? 



Graham quotes you sa saying nobody on the Ceadsalon ever saw any of the fila? 

Is this accurate? if so, what is your source. My information is to the contrary. If you 
are not prepared to challenge or disprove my statement, how does this influoncs what 
you said, if it does? net as br frank sad toll you that such statements make me doubt ■ 
th-s extent or your scholarship and research, so X ask the extent to which you have 
studied the published and uapublisliad evidence, ay point being that sinc e you were 
selected to be the single one to see this evidence, and Kr. Sershall is quoted as 
saying that your known position in support of the official emanation had nothing to 
uo with your selection, do you, in fact, qualify as a genuine exaart, especially when 
compared with others. 



20 ® W tl3is I®ads to your- comment on the drs$EDig~S8a your stataaeat that it 
makes it seem that the bullet was travelling almost parallel with the ground. Can it 
be that you are this unfamiliar with what the Caesai asioa really said? % handicap 
precludes getting you the precise reference, but when the decline in the street, which 
you sacra to have ignored, was added, I think the Gonuissloxi gave the arnle as about 17 
ogrees, wi'u.ch is hardly parallel with the ground. Or, are you unfaraUiar with the 

racoaati uction T&gfcogffs,, with the ear, where again parallel would appear to 
he one of the less Explicable descriptions? 



lou are quoted as saying that anyone firing from the front would have had. to 
have boon squatting in the car. How did you eliminate the possibility of front entrance? 
ou said on Dbg this soming that you actually saw the track of a single bullet, something 
no other expert has said and ell qho have been directly quoted have denied, inducin?- 
those who dia the autopsy. How have you eliminated the possibility of, say, a bullet' 
eataroag the front and being deflected so e lse w here in the body? Did you qs*=> -“uli body 
X-rays? lou do have fragments to account for, and the Commission did ky, us did'the autopsy, 
that pyy struck no bone in the President’s body. Do you dispute this? If you do, how 
can you bo interpreted as validating the Deport? 

from what you say, you have to have- seen a picture of the anterior neck wound, xhe 
xnveribor^r I have lists not one. Idd you? Doss it show the pxcse&oe or absence of n a circular 
bruise” such as you describe on the back? If you did not sea such a yeiture, head on,~W ~ 
om ^ ou Ratify the quotes as a scientific observation, the presumed purpose of your access? 

l0 f dania f OI ’ filing from the fronts prompts the question, how did you establish 
no more tarn a single head wound, as a matter of science, based on what you saw, as distinguished 
from your weli-knovm opinion? Bspodaliy with an explosion there? and is what you am of 
■the head wounds exactly as the Goffinassion said, what the autopsy says? 




Graham says you exaciaoa tks clothing. Does it shad any light on the other evidence? 
hoes it dispute any of it? Is it in pristine condition? Is your scholarship auoh that you 
x eel you can have an opinion on tnesc tilings? hid you have any reason to believe it has 
or can have any mea n in g otter than attributed to it by the various official reports? 

Bo you feel that penetration of 47 inches of place* which 1 presume c-ones iron your 
personal work, is a fair equivalent of the history attributed to 339? Are you amirs tiiat 
when CBS duplicated this history, and then eiisin&ied anything to replace the G 0 nnally 
rib, they found no single bullet capable of that penetration? 

Sitawaiag to the Graham quotes and your today’s appearance on CBS, I ask »g?rf n tew 
anything you saw could in any way address Oswald m either an assassin or the only one? 
*ou are, of course, entitled to your opinion. But what you have dons is go farther, itefc to 
give a pre-existing opinion. Isa have now said that you have seen evidence proving this, 

I therefore ask what this evidence is and how it proves -.hat you have said, on the oasis 
of this evidence only, act preconception, the latter being your right, but not in the 
present context without support in the evidence you have been shown. 

How did this ©vidoaeo permit you to establish that Ballot 399 had, in fact, 
been in any human tissue, the President’s or the governor's? feu said this and at the 
ease tine today you said you wore your own devil’s advocate. *ou also asid you had the 
poor folks at the Archives run things back and .forth for you. Are you saying that you 
safe a) an. expert aha b) have not seen the ife.prhder and other film until now'? What 
else is there that they could run back and forth for you? 

Xu asking for and getting access to tills public information, and some ox it 
is official evidence, you have undertaken a considerable obligation 1 hope you will meet 
hqaarley. x M,s docs not and cannot legally become youro exclusive property. You therefore 
have, as I boo it, the obligation to mate response to questions aafceu of ygm about it 
and your comment on it. Otherwise, you are no better than a propagandist, I do not think 
you consider this of yourself and 1 certaibly do not want to, I will bo writing of this 
and the very last thing I would want to say is that you were given this exclusive access 
while lacking tec proper qualifications, would not say what you saw when asked, would 
not describe or list what you sew, would nos face challenge on your interpretations of 
what you saw or separate bids from your pre concpetions , and.cthe, t there is any reasonable 
question about your feeing given exclusive access or what you said thereafter. A n other 
words, tils xs not an unfriendly letter unless you abdicate the very considerable 
obligations you undertook, unless you answer evasively or do not answer at all. What you 
have said is currently getting enormous attention throughout the world. I think it is, 
therefore, incumbent upon you to ash* immediate response* If writing presents a problem, 

• ould you please use a tape record©*? I will than get the tape -transcribed and . rovfd© 
you with a copy® 

Sincerely, 



Harold Velsberg 




